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Salesperson cooperation has become a crucial issue for
the overall performance of most sales organizations. The
authors examine the antecedents oftask-specific, coopera
tive behaviors of salespersons toward other salespeople
working in the same organization. The main theses ofthe
study are that ( 1) the four major antecedent categories of
factors-relational, task. organizational, and personal
constitute, collectively, the primary determinants ofsales
person cooperation and (2) each antecedent category ex
erts, independently, significant influence on the co
operative behaviors of salespersons. The results support
the main theses and provide useful insights for sales man
agers attempting to foster cooperation among salespeo
ple. The relative impact of each antecedent category, as
well as the effects of specific variables within each, is
discussed.

Recent decades have witnessed a dramatic change in
the nature of the selling job for many companies. The tra
ditional view of a salesperson-a single, individualistic,
persistent person who works independently on a commis
sion basis and who competes fiercely against even fellow
salespersons-has given way to a strikingly different con
ceptualization (Cespedes, Doyle, and Freedman 1989;
Weitz and Bradford 1999). Selling in many businesses
today has become an integrated process that requires the
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coordinated efforts of salespeople and other participants,
both within and across product lines, functional depart
ments, and geographic districts. Cooperation, defined as
the willful contribution of individuals, groups, and so on,
to the successful completion of common tasks and/or to
the achievement of mutual objectives (J. Anderson and
Narus 1990; Deutsch 1949; Wagner 1995) has become a
critical issue in sales management. Many companies seek
sales forces composed of cooperative salespersons who
can work effectively in groups. In such sales forces, sales
people share their skills, knowledge, time, and effort with
coworkers to achieve common objectives. TIlls emerging
"era of the cooperative salesperson" is manifested in the
growing use of team selling (Moon and Armstrong 1994),
relationship selling (Weitz and Bradford 1999), selling
centers (Hun, Johnston, and Ronchento 1985), and key
account programs (Cohen 1996).
As a result of the growing importance of cooperative
selling, research in sales force management has begun to
focus on understanding the dynamics of a salesperson's
interpersonal relationships with coworkers. Issues investi
gated include feedback provided by coworkers (Kohli and
Jaworski 1994), sales force socialization (Dubinsky,
Howell, Ingram, and Bellenger 1986), peer mentoring
(Pullins, Fine, and Warren 1996), and altruistic behaviors
toward coworkers as a form of organizational citizenship
behaviors (e.g., Netemeyer, Boles, McKee, and
McMurrian 1997). Nonetheless, salesperson cooperation,
a critical determinant of the effectiveness of selling efforts
for many businesses, has received little attention.
Consider the problem faced by a sales manager who
believes that salesperson cooperation is important for
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sales perfonnance and wants to take action or develop pol
icies to increase such cooperation. The literatures of the
different research traditions that have examined coopera
tion give different, sometimes conflicting, advice. As sug
gested by the relationship marketing literature (e.g.,
Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh 1987; Morgan and Hunt 1994;
J. Smith and Barclay 1997), should the sales manager
focus on taking steps to increase the trust and commitment
of salespeople? Or, should the manager focus on increas
ing the task interdependence of the salespeople, as sug
gested by Deutsch (1973); Van De Ven, Delbecq, and
Koenig (1976); and Wageman and Baker (1997)? Or,
should the manager simply focus on hiring salespeople
who have a general proclivity toward cooperativeness, as
suggested by the works of Argyle (1991) and Chatman and
Barsade (1995)? Answering these questions requires
research that crosses disciplinary lines.
Using an interdisciplinary approach, we address the
question: Why do some salespeople, more than others,
cooperate with coworkers? We develop and test a model of
antecedent factors that affect salesperson cooperation,
which is viewed as task-specific, cooperative behaviors
among salespeople. On the basis of a review of the
multidisciplinary literature on interpersonal cooperation
in organizations and workgroups, we propose that each of
the antecedent factors suggested by prior research can be
categorized into one of four categories: relational, task,
organizational, and personal. The main theses ofour study
are that (I) the four major antecedent categories constitute,
collectively, major detenninants of salesperson coopera
tion; (2) each antecedent category exerts, independently,
significant influence on cooperative tendencies among
salespeople; and therefore, (3) sales managers should
endeavor to address factors in all four categories and not
just focus on one or two. Thus, our study aims to provide
sales managers with guidance on how to promote coopera
tion among their salespeople.
The article is organized as follows. First, we briefly
review the literature on interpersonal cooperation in orga
nizations. Next, we describe the four main antecedent cat
egories and develop a structural model that incorporates
predictor variables from each. Third, we test the proposed
model using a large sample of salespersons (N 531) from
112 different automobile dealerships. The final sections
include implications and suggestions for future research.

=

INTERPERSONAL COOPERATION
K. Smith, Carroll, and Ashford (1995) suggest that
approaches to the study ofcooperation can be grouped into
five broad traditions. First, an influential research tradition
explains the emergence of cooperation based on the
calculative orientations of individuals (e.g., Williamson
1975). In this view, individuals will cooperate ifand only if
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cooperation is in their long-term self-interests based on
their rational calculations. According to K. Smith et aI.
(1995), most well-known theoretical explanations of
cooperation belong to this first category (e.g., transaction
cost theory and game theory). A second research tradition
addresses the noneconomic aspects of cooperative rela
tionships (e.g., Thibaut and Kelley 1959). Rooted in the
social exchange literature, research in this tradition
focuses on the effects of interpersonal attraction, psycho
logical attachment, and norms of reciprocity.
A third approach relies heavily on power and conflict
theories (e.g., Emerson 1962). Conflict, the opposite of
cooperation according to some authors and a key concept
in these theories, stems from diversity in individuals'
resources, perceptions of injustice, values, and goals. A
fourth approach relies on social-structure theories and
emphasizes dimensions outside the focal relationship to
explain cooperation (e.g., P. Blau 1974). Social, cultural,
and structural aspects of the environment in which the
relationship occurs are seen as drivers of cooperation.
Finally, the fifth approach involves modeling theories and
emphasizes the impact of social learning and imitation on
cooperative tendencies (e.g., Bandura 1971). Given the
differing underlying assumptions and units of analysis
adopted by each research tradition, the current state of
inquiry on cooperation is replete with explanatory vari
ables (K. Smith et aI. 1995).
Differences notwithstanding, at least three similarities
exist across the research traditions that explore coopera
tion. First, definitions of cooperation in the traditions con
verge on a common conceptual domain, and all include a
willful-contribution element and a common task or objec
tive element. I Second, the resulting outcome for most task
situations is increased productivity, especially in complex
task situations (Tjosvold 1984; Tjosvold and Tsao 1989),
because of cooperating individuals tending to (1) provide
each other with necessary information, (2) more willingly
assist and help each other, (3) understand each other's
points of view, (4) be influenced by each other's interests
and ideas, and (5) rely on division of labor (Laughlin
1978V Third, some conceptual overlap exists among the
explanatory variables suggested by each approach, even
though research in each tradition-true to the "silo" view
of academia-seldom crosses lines (K. Smith et aI. 1995).
Perhaps this lack of an interdisciplinary approach
accounts for the low variance explained in most studies of
cooperation.
Indeed, research in each ofthe traditions has (necessar
ily) been limited in scope (Le., in terms of including all
major antecedents of cooperation). For example, studies
using game theory generally emphasize structural and
psychological detenninants such as task characteristics
and personalities of the participants (e.g., Murnighan
1994), whereas studies based on social-exchange theory
focus on the aspects of the relationship between
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cooperating parties. Similarly, while social-structure theo
ries focus solely on the broader context in which a coo r
ative relationship occurs, such as the structural and cul
tural environment, modeling theories highlight the
influence of third parties outside the focal relatio hip
(e.g., managers). However, as Pinto, Pinto, and Pre cott
(1993) note, factors that act as facilitators ofcooperati n in
organizations may belong to a broad set ofantecedent ate
gories, ranging "from individual factors such as perso ali
ties ofgroup members, interpersonal relations and tr . .ng
and skills . . . to organizational factors such as stra egy,
structure, reward systems, and cultural nonns" (p. 1282).
Therefore, using inferences from each of the traditiont we
argue that the cooperative behaviors of salespdople
emerge from the combined effects of variables in four dis
tinct categories: (1) the quality of interpersonal rel~on
ships between organizational members, that is, relatfonal
factors; (2) specific properties and requirements ofth~ task
at hand, that is, taskfactors; (3) the structural, cUltural pro
cedural, and managerial dimensions of the organiz tion,
that is, organizational factors; and (4) individual c ac
terisUcs of organizational members, that is, persona1 fac
tors. Table 1 provides a review of the explanatory vari~bles
in the cooperation research. Each antecedent variabh~ used
in the various research approaches can be grouped into one
of the four categories.

.
t
I

A MODEL OF SALESPERSON
COOPERATION

I

Our model of salesperson cooperation is shown i, Fig
ure 1. Although the model incorporates antecedent f· ctors
.
from each main category, it is obvious that not all po
factors can be included. Thus, the factors from eac . cate
gory included in our model are those we propose ard most
relevant to salesperson cooperation in the context pf the
present study. For example, factors such as organiz~onaI
commitment and job satisfaction are included in the model
because these factors are frequently used attitudin!t:ari
abies in the sales management literature in expl . ning
salesperson behaviors. Similarly, factors such as • t in
coworkers and task interdependence are included! since
such factors are key explanatory factors suggeste<f in at
least one of the research traditions exploring coope~tion.
We discuss each variable in the four antecedent categories
and the theoretical and empirical grounds for 15 srcific
hypotheses.
I

Relational Factors

.

Relational factors are those that cause salespeJons to
value their relationships with coworkers and develop
mutually beneficial, long-tenn orientations in wprking
relationships. The social-exchange literature implifs that

interpersonal attraction, psychological attachment, and
nonns of reciprocity-stimulated by loyalties, friendship,
and faithful expectations-affect individuals' behavioral
choices in relationships. Although such relational vari
ables as communication quality (J. Anderson and Narus
1990), shared values (Chatman 1991; Morgan and Hunt
1994), cultural differences (McAllister 1995), person
organization fit (Chatman 1991; Netemeyer et aL 1997),
and expectations regarding the future behaviors of role
partners (Wiener and Doescher 1994) have been theorized
to affect cooperative tendencies, the most prominent rela
tional factors are trust and commitment (Achrol 1991;
Morgan and Hunt 1994).
Indeed, commitment and trust are considered key for
distinguishing social from purely economic exchange
(K. Cook and Emerson 1978; G. McDonald 1981). Coop
eration entails vulnerability, and both commitment and
trust are considered necessary for individuals to value a
relationship and to be willing to be vulnerable (Mayer,
Davis, and Schoorman 1995; Weitz and Bradford 1999).
Morgan and Hunt (1994) theorize that an individual's
commitment to a relationship and trust in the exchange
partner are key detenninants of several behavioral tenden
cies in the relationship, including a disposition to cooper
ate. Similarly, we argue that a salesperson's trust in
coworkers and his or her commitment to the organization
are central to understanding how relational factors facili
tate cooperation. Specifically, with respect to salesperson
cooperation, we model (1) organizational commitment as
mediating the effects of intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfac
tion, (2) trust in coworkers as mediating the effects of past
opportunistic behaviors of coworkers and communication
quality, and (3) both trust and commitment as mediating
the effect of shared values.

Organizational commitment and cooperation. Organi
zational commitment was originally defined as "the
strength of an individual's identification with and involve
ment in a particular organization" (Porter, Steers,
Mowday, and Boulian 1974:604). Stated this way, high
levels of organizational commitment are characterized by
positive affective responses toward various subgroups, in
cluding coworkers, that fonn the organization (Becker
1992). Thus, a salesperson' s commitment to the organiza
tion should facilitate his or her cooperative tendencies to
ward coworkers. Salespeople who are committed to the
organization should attach more importance to their rela
tionships with coworkers, anticipate future interactions
with coworkers for a longer time horizon, and highly value
their associations with coworkers (O'Reilly and Chatman
1986). Each of these variables, in turn, poSitively affects
cooperative tendencies (Axelrod 1984; Heide and Miner
1992). Supporting this view. organizational commitment
has been shown to promote several forms of constructive
organizational behaviors (O'Reilly and Chatman 1986),
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including organizational citizenship (Tompson and
Werner 1997) and level of effort exerted for group mainte
nance (G, Blau and Boal 1987). Specifically, Dubinsky,
Kotabe, Lim, and Wagner (1997) demonstrate that sales
people who value pro-social behaviors are also more com
mitted to the organization, and MacKenzie, Podsakoff,
and Aheame (1998) show that organizational commitment
is associated strongly in sales force contexts with various
supportive, extrarole activities, including those directed to
peers.

Hypothesis 1: Organizational commitment and salesper
son cooperation are positively related.
Trust in coworkers and cooperation. A salesperson's
trust in coworkers stems from his or her perceptions of
such trust-generating qualities of coworkers as integrity,
reliability, and competence (Larzelere and Huston 1980;
Morgan and Hunt 1994; J. Smith and Barclay 1997). Trust
exists when the salesperson believes that coworkers pos
sess these major qualities of trustworthiness and is confi
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'«lURE 1

dent that they will be reflected in future behaviors of
coworkers. Confidence is crucial because this is what
causes the most important outcome of trusting relation
ships: the willingness to rely on "the words, actions, and
decisions of the other party" (McAllister 1995:25). Trust
reduces perceived uncertainty, facilitates risk-taking be
havior, and fosters a cooperative andlor constructive orien
tation (Mayer et al. 1995; Moorman, Deshpande, and
Zaltman 1993; Morgan and Hunt 1994). Consistent with
its properties, several authors have posited trust as an im
mediate antecedent ofcooperation (e.g., Jones and George
1998; Ring and Van De Ven 1994) and as a key mediating
construct between various relational factors and coopera
tion (Morgan and Hunt 1994).

to develop positive affective responses, and therefore fa
cilitate organizational commitment (Ny han 1999). Thus, a
positive relationship between trust in coworkers and orga
nizational commitment is expected. In support of this
view, Hrebiniak and Alutto (1972) find trust among new
employees as positively related to the subsequent develop
ment of organizational commitment, J. Cook and Wall
(1980) report strong correlations between various dimen
sions oftrust in peers and organizational commitment, and
Morgan and Hunt (1994) find trust to influence relation
ship commitment.

Hypothesis 2: Trust in coworkers and salesperson coop
eration are positively related.

Intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. Empirical stud
ies in sales force contexts show that job satisfaction and
several forms of cooperative andlor constructive behav
iors, such as peer mentoring (Pullins et al. 1996) and orga
nizational citizenship (Netemeyer et al. 1997), are
positively related. Similarly, Argyle (1991) notes that job
satisfaction is higher in cooperative groups. While expla
nations for the relationship between job satisfaction and
various forms of cooperative andlor constructive behav
iors are based on the premise that those who are satisfied

Trust facilitates organizational commitment. Relation
ships with peers, especially the degree and quality of so
cialization with coworkers, are among the primary drivers
of commitment to the organization (Hunt, Chonko, and
Wood 1985; Mottaz 1988). High levels of interpersonal
trust allow mutual respect to prevail, reduce the complex
ity of organizational life, enable organizational members

Hypothesis 3: Trust in coworkers and salesperson orga
nizational commitment are positively related.
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with their jobs will respond in reciprocation to those who
have contributed to their positive job experience, whether
this relationship is direct or mediated by organizational
commitment, or both, is stm an issue that warrants further
research (cf. Tompson and Werner 1997). Much research
has found a positive and strong relationship between job
satisfaction and organizational commitment (e.g.,
Johnston, Parasuraman, Futrell, and Black 1990). Further
more, the preponderance of empirical and conceptual evi
dence (see Brown and Peterson 1993) suggests that
satisfaction precedes organizational commitment causally
in sales force settings "because it is more specific, less sta
ble, and mOre rapidly formed" (MacKenzie et a1.
1998:90). Therefore, we suggest that the satisfaction
cooperation relationship is mediated by organizational
commitment.
We further distinguish between the intrinsic and extrin
sic aspects of job satisfaction. The former refers to an em
ployee's satisfaction with the specific nature of the job
itself, while the latter concerns those aspects of the job that
are outside the specific scope but still within the general
context of the job (Lucas, Parasuraman, Davis, and Enis
1987). Major components of (l) intrinsic job satisfaction
include the joy of actually performing the job, feelings of
accomplishment received from the job, and the degree of
freedom in the job and of (2) extrinsic job satisfaction in
clude fair pay, financial earnings, work conditions, and
benefit plans (Lucas et al. 1987).

Past opportunistic behaviors of coworkers. Empirical
evidence on trust in working relationships suggests that
people, when assessing competence and trustworthiness,
consider whether partners have carried out role-related re
sponsibilities reliably (J. Cook and Wa111980). Coworkers
who carry out role responsibilities reliably and in a manner
consistent with norms of fairness and reciprocity will en
hance partners' assessments of their trustworthiness
(McAllister 1995). In contrast, when coworkers engage in
opportunistic behaviors, which Williamson (1975) defines
as "self interest seeking with guile" (po 6) and which John
(1984) characterizes as deceitful violations of appropriate
role behavior, the subsequent level of trust placed in co
workers will decrease.
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Hypothesis 4: Intrinsic job satisfaction and salesperson
organizational commitment are positively related.
Hypothesis 5: Extrinsic job satisfaction and salesperson
organizational commitment are positively related.
Shared values with coworkers. Shared values are de
fined as "the extent to which [organizational members]
have beliefs in common about what behaviors, goals, and
policies are important or unimportant, appropriate or inap
propriate, and right or wrong" (Morgan and Hunt
1994:25). The relationship between shared values and de
velopment of commitment and trust is well documented in
the marketing (Dwyer et al. 1987; Morgan and Hunt 1994)
and organizational behavior literatures (Chatman 1991).
Shared values positively influence organizational commit
ment because salespeople sharing values with coworkers
can be expected to develop stronger affinities with their
overall organization. Similarly, shared values positively
influence trust in coworkers because, as Brewer (1979) ob
serves, individuals tend to perceive socially dissimilar in
dividuals as dishonest, untrustworthy, and uncooperative.
Hypothesis 6: Shared values with coworkers and sales
person organizational commitment are positively
related.
Hypothesis 7: Shared values with coworkers and sales
person trust in coworkers are positively related.

Hypothesis 8: Past opportunistic behaviors of coworkers
and salesperson trust in coworkers are negatively re
lated.
Communication quality. Prior research has focused on
two general aspects of the communication process:
(I) mechanistic aspects such as frequency, modality, di
rection, and content (e.g., Churchill, Ford, and Walker
1976; Mohr and Nevin 1990) and (2) qualitative aspects
(e.g., E. Anderson and Weitz 1989; J. Anderson and Narus
1990). Consistent with much research on trusting relation
ships (e.g., Morgan and Hunt 1994; J. Smith and Barclay
1997), we limit our discussion to the qualitative aspects of
the communication process among salespeople.
Communication quality is defined as timely and accu
rate sharing of information through both formal and infor
mal means (E. Anderson and Weitz 1989; J. Anderson and
Narus 1990; Morgan and Hunt 1994; J. Smith and Barclay
1997). The timely and accurate sharing of information al
lows salespeople to be more confident in their attributions
regarding the trustworthiness of coworkers and enables
them to better assess the motives and intentions behind the
actions of coworkers (Boorom, Goolsby, and Ramsey
1998). Thus, communication quality results in increased
trust (Mayer et a1. 1995).
Hypothesis 9: Communication quality with coworkers
and salesperson trust in coworkers are positively
related.
Task Factors

Ever since Morton Deutsch published his theory of
cooperation in 1949, task factors have been the most com
monly used explanatory variables in cooperation research.
Deutsch's theory viewed cooperation as a form of social
interaction that can be characterized by perceptions of
positive interdependence. That is, Deutsch (1949, 1973,
1980) argued that individuals will be more likely to coop
erate if they view (1) one another's goals as (positively)
related and (2) task characteristics as requiring coop
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eration to achieve those goals (Tjosvold 1984, 1986). This
notion of interdependence. further developed by Deutsch
and Krauss (1960) and Thompson (1967), has resulted in
the extensive interest in structural factors, especially in
task factors, among researchers investigating cooperative
relationships. Variables such as task complexity, task
interdependence, and outcome and goal interdependence
have been posited as key explanatory factors in studies of
cooperation (Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995a,
1995b; Tjosvold 1984, 1986; Wageman 1995; Wageman
and Baker 1997). Another research stream has investi
gated task characteristics in the context of free riding and
social loafing. Findings reveal that identifiability of indi
vidual contributions to the task at hand and personal
accountability influence the degree of within-group coop
eration (Kidwell and Bennett 1993; Wagner 1995), espe
cially in reciprocal task-flow situations (i.e., when each
person acts on the output of the other).
Consistent with Deutsch's theory, we posit that task in
terdependence, defined as the extent to which salespersons
depend on one another for information and aid to ac
complish their tasks and improve their performance
(Thompson 1967), will have a direct and positive effect on
salesperson cooperation. However, Deutsch viewed inter
dependence as central, or even equivalent, to cooperation
other factors affecting cooperation can do so only indirectly
through their impact on perceptions of interdependence
(Tjosvold 1986). Hence, for example, trust and commit
ment can have no direct effect on cooperation in Deutsch's
theory but can only exert indirect influence by magnifying
perceived interdependence. In contrast, the perspective
taken in the present study is that variables from each of the
major antecedent categories exert direct influence on
cooperation.
Hypothesis 10: Task interdependence and salesperson
cooperation are positively related.

Organizational Factors
The structural, cultural, managerial, and procedural
dimensions of the organization have long been thought to
affect cooperative tendencies among organizational mem
bers (Mintzberg 1979; Shapiro 1977). Within this context,
variables such as physical proximity of participants and
their opportunity to interact (Wagner 1995), organiza
tional cultural norms (Moch and Seashore 1981), leader
ship style (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Bommer 1996),
and the degree to which organizational control systems
reward cooperative efforts versus individual achievement
(E. Anderson and Oliver 1987; Petersen 1992) have been
shown to influence cooperative and/or constructive orga
nizational behaviors. Incorporating organizational factors
into models explaining cooperation is important because
they provide managers with actionable guidance on how to
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develop and maintain cooperative organizational systems
(Pinto et al. 1993),
Three specific organizational factors are hypothesized
in the present study to influence salesperson cooperation:
collectivist organizational norms, reward system, and
number of coworkers. These three variables are thought to
represent major structural, cultural, and procedural
dimensions of the organization affecting cooperative ten
dencies in our sampling context. Research about pro
social organizational behaviors indicates that several man
agerial variables, particularly leadership style and leader
behaviors, may also influence cooperative tendencies in
organizations (Podsakoff et al. 1996). The rationale for the
potent effects ofleadership variables is based on the "mod
eling theories" in K. Smith et al.'s (1995) review of the
cooperation literature. Based On this view, a sales manager
can promote cooperation among salespeople by (1) acting
as a "role model" and/or (2) communicating the appropri
ate behavioral patterns in the form of "guiding principles"
(Larson and LaFasto 1989), which further contribute to the
development of organizational norms. The former process
involves imitation of the leader's behaviors and therefore
is unlikely to bear a substantive effect in our sampling con
text (i.e., acomrnission-based. retail selling context where
salespeople work in a relatively independent manner). The
potential effects of the latter process is captured largely by
the collectivist organizational norms variable that we dis
cuss next.
Collectivist organizational (cultural) norms. An orga
nization's internal culture is an important determinant of
how organizational members interact with each other
(Deshpande, Farley, and Webster 1993). Socially shared
rules and acceptable forms of behaviors within an organi
zation, commonly labeled as organizational (cultural)
norms, tend to limit the variation across behaviors of orga
nizational members by suppressing or supporting certain
types of behaviors (Moch and Seashore 1981). As such,
the norms embedded in the internal culture of an organiza
tion prescribe behavioral patterns (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn,
Snoek, and Rosenthal 1964). One important dimension of
organizational culture closely relevant to cooperative
work environments is the extent to which collectivist ver
sus individualistic norms are embedded within the organi
zation's culture (Chatman and Barsade 1995).
Individualism-collectivism, as a determinant of coop
eration, has been studied at societal (e.g., Hofstede 1980),
individual (e.g., Eby and Dobbins 1997), and organiza
tional (e.g., Chatman and Barsade 1995; Earley 1993) lev
els. As to organizational cultures, individualism
collectivism captures the relative importance organiza
tional members give to the interests of a larger workgroup
(i.e., coworkers) as opposed to personal interests (Wagner
and Moch 1986). Specifically, collectivist organizational
cultures encourage the subordination of personal interests
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to the goals of a larger work group and, therefore, put more
emphasis on sharing, cooperation, and harmony (Wagner
1995).

promote cooperative behaviors by making them more
feasible.

Hypothesis 14: The number of coworkers is negatively
Hypothesis 11: Collectivist organizational nouns and

related to salesperson cooperation.

salesperson cooperation are positively related.

Personal Factors
Reward system. The motivation literature maintains
that financial rewards (e.g., compensation plans, bonuses,
profit sharing plans) and nonfinancial rewards (e.g., hon
ors, opportunities for personal growth, job security, pro
motion) influence the behaviors of organizational
members (Pritchard, Jones, Roth, Stuebing, and Ekeberg
1988). We define reward system in this study as the degree
to which rewards in the organization, both financial and
nonfinancial, encourage cooperation among salespeople.
Petersen (1992) notes that managers should carefully
design reward systems if certain types of behavioral pat
terns. such as cooperation, are to be developed. Axelrod
(1984) suggests that cooperation can be reinforced by
making cooperative behaviors more attractive through the
usage of rewards. Research on team effectiveness shows
that when rewards are linked to group performance. a re
ward system that Campion. Medsker, and Higgs (1993) re
fer to as "interdependent rewards" and Guzzo and Shea
(1992) refer to as "outcome interdependence," group per
formance is facilitated through increased motivation to
ward group-oriented behaviors. Finally. 1. Anderson and
Narus (1990) and Wiener and Doescher (1991) note that
individuals will be more likely to cooperate if they believe
that the outcome of cooperation is going to be positive. In
deed, the supposed relationship between financial rewards
and all individual behaviors is so strong in the motivation
literature that including financial rewards as an antecedent
to cooperation may be considered a control variable. That
is, once one controls for financial rewards, do other factors
explain variance in individual cooperation?

Some people are simply more cooperative than others
(Argyle 1991). An individual's disposition to behave
cooperatively may stem from such personal factors as per
sonality traits (Baron 1983) and demographic characteris
tics (Argyle 1991). For example, Baron (1983) distin
guishes between "cooperators," "competitors," and
"individualists" as personality types. Cooperators prefer
to work in close collaboration with other people and are
primarily interested in the achievement of group objec
tives. Competitors put more emphasis on their personal
goals. Individualists will either cooperate or compete,
depending On which best fits their personal needs.
Researchers have used several personality measures as
proxies for personal cooperativeness. Examples include
collectivist orientation (Wagner 1995), agreeableness
(Chatman and Barsade 1995), extraversion (Thorne 1987),
locus of control and need for social approval (Eby and
Dobbins 1997), social competence (Dodge 1985), and
empathy (Eisenberg and Miller 1987). In addition,
although empirical evidence is scant, such demographic
variables as age, gender, education, and tenure in the orga
nization have been proposed as predictors of cooperative
dispositions (Argyle 1991; Lu and Argyle 1991; Wagner
1995). We focus on personal cooperativeness and several
demographic variables.

Personal cooperativeness. Personal cooperativeness,
as examined here, is a personality trait that determines the
predisposition of an individual toward working in close
collaboration with others in all life activities. A salesper
SOn high in this trait

Hypothesis 12: The degree to which financial rewards
encourage cooperative behaviors is positively re
lated to salesperson cooperation.

Hypothesis 13: The degree to which nonfinancial re
wards encourage cooperative behaviors is positively
related to salesperson cooperation.

Number of coworkers. Research on work groups has
posited group size as an important predictor of within
group cooperation (Hechter 1987; Wagner 1995). Because
individuals' workplace behaviors and incremental task
contributions are easier to assess, more visible. andlor
"identifiable" in small groups, people in such groups tend
to (1) avoid free riding and social loafing and (2) display
cooperative andlor constructive behaviors (George 1992).
Furthermore. Pinto et al. (1993) argue that physical prox
imity and accessibility of organizational members may

places priority on associating with others for mutual
benefits, gaining social approval, and working to
gether with others toward a common end or purpose,
while a person with low disposition to cooperate
places priority on maximizing his or her own wel
fare regardless of others' welfare. (Chatman and
Barsade 1995:424)

Hypothesis 15: The personality trait of cooperativeness
and salesperson's cooperative behaviors are posi
tively related.

Demographic differences. While it has been argued that
demographic differences are indicators of several drivers
of cooperative behaviors, such as empathy and perspective
taking (e.g., Davis 1983), several decades of research
have, in fact, failed to yield conclusive evidence regarding
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the effects ofdemographic variables on cooperative and/or
constructive tendencies (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine,
and Bachrach 2000). Concerning the impact of age, for in
stance, Wagner (1995) repons a positive and significant
correlation between age and cooperative behaviors, while
Lu and Argyle (1991) report a negative correlation. Simi
larly, some studies report significant effects of experience,
education, and organizational tenure (e.g., Kidwell and
Bennett 1993; Pullins et al. 1996; Spicer 1985), and
yet others fail to support the view that these variables
are substantively important predictors of cooperation
especially when personality differences are accounted for
(Argyle 1991). Given that the literature does not allow us
to specify directional hypotheses, we examine the effects
of age, education level, and organizational tenure from an
exploratory perspective.

METHOD
The research setting involved mail surveys of salespeo
ple and sales managers from new-car automobile dealer
ships. Salespeople from the participating dealerships were
asked to respond to self-administered questionnaires in
which they were instructed to state their opinions regard
ing their coworkers, defined as other salespersons working
in the same dealership. While several "more cooperative"
seIling contexts (such as those that apply team selling)
exist, new-car salespeople represent a pertinent sample for
our research for several reasons. First, contrary to the ste
reotype image of the automobile salesperson, cooperative
selling is a rapidly growing practice in this industry. In
response to the competition from the Internet and the
demands of the manufacturer firms, many dealerships
have initiated relationship marketing and customer reten
tion programs. Mixed compensation plans (as opposed to
full-commission plans), formal or informal commission
sharing, and year-end bonuses and several forms of manu
facturer incentives based on overall dealership perfor
mance are common practices. Thus, it is not only the case
that some reasonable level of cooperation exists among
new-car salespeople but also many dealership managers
consider such cooperation desirable for the performance
of the overall firm. Our preliminary interviews with deal
ership managers and salespeople and the data we collected
for the present research support this view, as we demon
strate in the following sections.
Second. note that our purpose at this initial stage of the
ory testing is to explain variance and explore relationships.
Since sales teams are usually composed of people from
different functional areas and with diverse backgrounds
(Weitz and Bradford 1999), using such a diverse sample
would have decreased our ability to explore the true nature
of the relationships due to substantial amount of extrane
ous variation that cannot be modeled directly. Third, new-

car salespeople have relatively similar task requirements,
which eliminates such concerns as "cooperate in what
manner?" and enables a consistent operational definition
for the cooperation construct. Fourth, the dealerships in
our sample are relatively small organizations (a majority
of them employ less than 10 salespeople), which mini
mizes the possibility of confusion on the part of the
respondents as to the question of "cooperate with whom?"
Finally, the fact that our sample is drawn from what is gen
erally considered to be a relatively competitive selling
context facilitates a strong test of our thesis that each of the
four main antecedent categories exerts a significant and
distinct influence on salesperson cooperation.

Data Collection
Preliminary investigation. The study began with un
structured field interviews with managers and salespeople
from four local dealerships. The purpose of the interviews
with managers was to explore whether sales managers in
this sales context regarded salesperson cooperation as im
portant. An four dealership sales managers maintained
that they wanted their salespeople to cooperate with each
other because they believed such cooperation increased
overall sales force performance. These interviews also
provided useful insights for developing the specific tasks
for measuring the cooperation construct. The interviews
with salespeople provided an on-site pretest of the ques
tionnaire. Ten salespeople from the same four dealerships
commented on items and suggested changes. The final
draft of the questionnaire was developed after making the
required modifications.
Sampling procedure. A sample frame of 1,181 new-car
dealerships in the state of Texas was developed from a
mailing list provided by an independent research firm.
Dealership sales managers were contacted by mail to so
licit their cooperation in return for the summary of results.
One hundred and sixty-five dealerships agreed to partici
pate in the study, providing access to 1,975 salespeople.
These dealership managers also responded to a short ques
tionnaire designed to measure several organizational-level
variables. These variables include number of vehicles sold
per year, number of employees, number of salespeople,
perceived overall degree of cooperation within the sales
force, and importance of cooperation. Ninety percent of
responses to the question "How important is it for the suc
cess of your dealership that salespersons cooperate with
each other?" were above the midpoint of the scale, ranging
from 1 (very unimportant) to 7 (very important).3
Four weeks after the initial mailing, the salesperson
questionnaires were mailed to the managers of the 165
participating dealerships for distribution to their salespeo
ple. Each questionnaire packet also included a cover letter
explaining the purpose of the study and return envelopes to
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assure respondent anonymity. Five bundred and eighty
five individual salesperson responses from 112 different
dealerships were received. After the elimination of care
less respondents and a listwise deletion of missing cases,
531 questionnaires were retained, resulting in an effective
response rate of 27 percent. The mean within-dealership
response rate was 50 percent.

Nonresponse bias. Tests for nonresponse bias rely on
Armstrong and Overton's (1977) argument that late re
spondents are similar to nonrespondents (in comparison to
early respondents). Two different tests were conducted:
one for the first sampling stage (dealership managers) and
one for the second sampling stage (salespeople). For deal
ership managers, we compared late and early respondents
on the means of two critical variables, namely, perceived
overall degree ofcooperation within the salesforce and im
portance ofcooperation. For individual salespersons, we
compared the two groups on the covariance matrix ofcon
struct items (Morrison 1976). No significant differences
were found in either of the tests, suggesting that
nonresponse bias may not be a problem.
Sample characteristics. Our sampling process resulted
in a sample that varied greatly on both dealership and
salesperson characteristics. The dealerships vary in size as
measured by number of employees (M == 40, SD =49.16),
salespeople (M == 12, SD= 9.5), and vehicles sold per year
(M == 943, SD:: 937.5). Individual respondents vary widely
in age (M = 39.26 years, SD :: 11.49), sales experience
(M = 10.65 years, SD = 9.78), organizational tenure (M =
2.57 years, SD = 3.34), and education (S high school di
ploma, 18.15%; some college, 52.45%; college graduate,
20.33%; graduate work, 9.07%). Most of the respondents
are male (90.91%) and full-commission salespeople
(69.78%).

Measures
Constructs are measured using multiple-item mea
sures, whenever applicable. All scales use a 7-point scal
ing format with anchors strongly disagree to strongly
agree, unless otherwise noted. Measurement items are
provided in the appendix. The reliabilities of the multiple
item, reflective measures are presented in Table 2. The
coefficient alphas, Lisrel-based internal consistency esti
mates (i.e., composite reliability), and the amount of vari
ance captured by each construct in relation to measure
ment error (i.e., average variance extracted) are well
beyond the acceptable threshold levels suggested by
Nunnally (1978) and Fornell and Larcker (1981).

Cooperation. For the sake of operational and
nomological clarity, we limit the domain of the coopera
tion construct to cooperative behaviors that represent the
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"core task" of our respondents, that is, automobile selling.
Thus, our conceptualization of salesperson cooperation,
based on the work of Laughlin (1978) and Morgan and
Hunt (1994), requires a measure capturing various forms
oftask-specific cooperative behaviors that respondents are
likely to display toward their coworkers. Both in-role and
extrarole task-specific behaviors (i.e., those that include
and transcend beyond what is formally prescribed by a
salesperson's organizational role) belong to the domain of
cooperation.
Measurement items are developed through an interac
tive process with dealership managers and salespeople
who participated in our preliminary interviews. These
informants provided us with valuable insights concerning
(1) the nature ofcooperation in automobile selling, (2) spe
cific types ofcooperative behaviors in various stages ofthe
selling process, and (3) clarity and completeness of the
items in the measure. Relatively higher emphasis is given
in the scale to cooperative behaviors involving relation
ships with customers (e.g., sharing information about
potential and current customers, helping one another's
customers, etc.), based on the unanimous agreement
among our informants that customer-related cooperation
is of critical importance for the success of selling efforts
and most representative of a cooperative sales force. Other
facets of salesperson cooperation frequently mentioned by
the informants include assisting coworkers during sales
presentations, sharing information about vehicle specifics,
and providing support in terms of activities that facilitate
the selling process (e.g., bandling of paperwork). Respon
dents rated the extent to which they engage in each type of
cooperative behavior on a 7-point scoring format, ranging
from very little to very much.

Trust in coworkers and organizational commitment.
The scale in Morgan and Hunt (1994) is used for measur
ing trust in coworkers. Based on the Dyadic Trust Scale of
Larzelere and Huston (1980), this measure captures re
spondents' confidence in the integrity, reliability, compe
tence, and general trustworthiness ofrelationship partners.
An additional item, "I consider my coworkers as people
whom I would be willing to let make important job-related
decisions without my involvement," was included to put
more emphasis on the competence dimension. Organiza
tional Commitment is measured using the nine-item ver
sion of Mowday, Steers, and Porter's (1979) Organiza
tional Commitment Scale, which has been used exten
sively in prior research (Mathieu and Zajac 1990).

Measures ofexogenous constructs. Shared Values With
Coworkers and Past Opportunistic Behaviors of Cowork
ers use the scales in Morgan and Hunt (1994). The assess
ment of shared values involves a two-stage procedure (cf.
Enz 1988): respondents are asked to state the degree to
which (1) they agree and (2) their coworkers would agree
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with five statements concerning ethical values. The differ
ences between the two responses (subtracted from 7) are
then used to reflect shared values. For opportunistic be
haviors, we added the following item to the original three
item scale: my coworkers avoid fulfilling their responsibil
ities unless they are watched closely.
Selected items from the marketing practitioner's Job
Satisfaction Scale of Hunt and Chonko (1984) and the
salesperson Intrinsic Job Satisfaction Scale of Lucas et al.
(1987) are used to measure intrinsic aspects of the
repondents' job satisfaction. Extrinsic Job Satisfaction
items are drawn from Lucas et a1.'s (1987) study. Items in
both scales come from the Job Dimensions Scale (Groves
1981; Schletzer 1965). Similarly, for Communication
Quality, we use selected items from the Communication
Quality Scales in Morgan and Hunt (1994) and J. Smith
and Barclay (1997). Both scales measure the degree of
timely and accurate sharing of information, and both are
based on the Communication/Participation/Feedback
Scale of E. Anderson, Lodish, and Weitz (1987).
Reward System, the degree to which the rewards in the
organization encourage (discourage) cooperation between
salespeople, is operationalized for both financial rewards
and nonfinancial rewards. Single items for both dimen
sions are developed to assess the degree to which such
rewards in the dealership favor cooperative behaviors. A
7-point scoring format ranging from strongly discourage
cooperation to strongly encourage cooperation is used.
For Collectivist Norms embedded within the culture of the
organization, we use the Norms subscale of Individualism
Collectivism, developed in Wagner and Moch (1986) and
further validated in Wagner (1995). Items of the original
scale were modified slightly to assess organizational-level
cultural norms.
For Task Interdependence, we use the three-item Task
Interdependence Scale in Campion et a1. (1993), which
measures the degree to which respondents depend on each
other to accomplish their tasks and improve their perfor
mance. While the third item in the scale is a direct measure
of interdependence, the first two items tap the degree of
interdependence from a dyadic perspective in that the first
item is a measure of the respondent's dependence on
coworkers and the second item is a measure of the respon
dent's perception ofcoworkers' dependence on him or her.
For this reason, responses to the first two items are first
averaged and then combined with the third item to gener
ate a task interdependence score for each respondent.
Finally, Personal Cooperativeness is measured using
items from the Work-Cooperativeness Scale of Lu and
Argyle (1991), the School-Cooperativeness Scale of Rob
erts (1991), and the Acceptance of Cooperation/
Teamwork Scale of Oliver and Anderson (1994). These
scales have been used to determine manifest personality
differences aCross individuals in terms of cooperative

versus competitive behavioral dispositions in specific
environments. Wordings of the items borrowed from each
scale are altered slightly to develop a measure of General
Cooperativeness that would apply in all environments
work, school, family, and so on. Thus, as a significant dif
ference from the Cooperation Scale, which is limited to
task-specific cooperative behaviors directed toward
coworkers, items in the Personal Cooperativeness Scale
measure a salesperson's predisposition toward working in
close collaboration with others in general.
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Measure PurHication and Validation
Following the two-step procedure recommended by
J. Anderson and Gerbing (1988), we estimate and
respecify the measurement model prior to incorporating
the structural restrictions. Maximum-likelihood LISREL 8
(Joreskog and Sorbom 1993) is used in the analyses, and
the sample covariance matrix is used as input. 4 In addition,
because some of the scales in this research are either com
pletely new (e.g., Cooperation) or composed of selected
items from previously used scales (e.g., Intrinsic Job Satis
faction), it is reasonable to anticipate that several items
will have to be dropped during respecification of the mea
surement model. Cross validation is recommended for
such measure purification processes to minimize error
probability and capitalization on chance. Accordingly,
responses were randomly split into two halves so as to
cross validate the measurement modeL
The initial model, which consisted of all 78 measure
ment items and 17 factors, was estimated using the first
split sample. However, several items had high standard
ized residuals and modification indices, making the model
fit not acceptable: x,2(1.196) == 5,362, Comparative Fit Index
(CFI) =.82, Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) = .66, root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) =.058, standard
ized root mean square residual (SRMR) = .067. We
respecified the model by eliminating three items from the
Intrinsic Job Satisfaction Scale, four items from Extrinsic
Job Satisfaction, three from Organizational Commitment,
four from Cooperation. two from Trust, three from Com
munication Quality, one from Opportunistic Behaviors,
and four from Personal Cooperativeness. Considering the
large number of constructs and items, the respecified
model fits the data well, x,2(1.248) == 2002.7, CFI == .91, GFI =
.88,RMSEA= .046, SRMR= .049. 5
Next, we tested the respecified model on the second
split sample. The resulting fit indices indicate that the
measurement model has a good fit to the data. While the
GFI is an acceptable .88, the RMSEA value of .044 and the
SRMR value of .046 indicate a very good model fit. Simi
larly, in terms of incremental fit, the CFI for the model is
.93, which exceeds the recommended.90 acceptance crite
rion (R. McDonald and Marsh 1990). The fit of the model
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is even better when it is estimated using the
sample,
X2U.24S) = 2,420, CFI == .93, OFI = .88, RMSEA = .041,
SRMR = .044. In addition, all items load significantly on
their respective constructs (with the lowest t-value being
ILl), providing support for the convergent validity of
measurement items.

Unidimensionality and discriminant validity. Proce
dures for examining the measurement scales for
unidimensionality are based on exploratory and confirma
tory factor analyses of scale items, taken one scale at a
time, to see ifthe items in each scale share a single underly
ing factor. Exploratory factor analyses reveal that only one
factor accounts for a major portion of the total variance in
each scale (i.e., only one factor is extracted using an
eigenvalue of 1.0 as the cutoff point). Similarly, the
goodness-of-fit indices obtained from one-factor confir
matory factor analyses ofthe scales are all acceptable (i.e.,
OFI> .90, CFI > .90).
Tests for discriminant validity are based on compari
sons of the chi-square statistics obtained from confirma
tory factor analyses of pairwise combinations of the study
constructs when the correlation between the constructs are
(1) constrained to unity and (2) freed for estimation. A sig
nificantly lower chi-square value for the unconstrained
model indicates that the two constructs are distinct.
Discriminant validity is obtained for all the study con
structs using this test (.1.X\ll > 3.84 for all pairwise compar
isons), as well as the more stringent procedure suggested
by Fornell and Larcker (1981) (see Table 2).

RESULTS
Descriptive statistics for the scales are provided in
Table 2. The standard deviations indicate a substantial
amount of variance in the responses. 6 More important, the
large standard deviations for the three endogenous
constructs-Cooperation (l.I8), Trust in Coworkers
(1.37), and Organizational Commitment (1.13)-suggest
that each of these constructs has considerable amount of
variance to be explained. In addition, most means are
within one-half point of the scale centers. While the mean
for the Cooperation Scale is 5.38, the dispersion of this
variable is also reasonably high, indicating that the sample
includes both cooperative and noncooperative respon
dents (13% of the responses are below the center of the
scale). Furthermore, the fact that most of the responses are
at the higher end of the Cooperation Scale is not unex
pected. Studies on organizational members commonly
report similar results (e.g., Chatman and Barsade 1995;
Eby and Dobbins 1997). One explanation for this pattern
of results lies in the very notion of "the organization."
Organizations exist because individuals come together to
work for a common purpose. Some level of cooperation is

therefore necessary for sustained membership in the
organization.
Table 3 reports goodness-of-fit indices and standard
ized parameter estimates for the structural model. The
overall chi-square statistic is significant, X2(J.215) =2530.6,
p < .01, as is expected given the large sample size (Bagozzi
and Yi 1988). All other goodness-of-fit indices are within
the acceptable ranges (CFI = .93, OF! = .88, RMSEA =
.042, SRMR = .051). Taken collectively, these results
show that the hypothesized structural relationships fit the
data well. Overall, the hypothesized structural relation
ships explain 45 percent of the observed variance in coop
eration. In addition, 11 of the 15 hypothesized paths are
supported, and at least one factor from each of the four
antecedent categories exerts significant influence on sales
person cooperation.
Also included in Table 3 are the parameter estimates
and associated test statistics of the hypothesized relation
ships adjusted for common method variance. Given that
the same informants provided the data for most of the
exogenous and endogenous constructs in our model, the
possibility exists that common method variance may have
inflated or deflated the magnitudes of the parameter esti
mates for the hypothesized paths. Thus. it is necessary to
assess the degree of this form of bias in our results. The
adjusted estimates in Table 3 are obtained after partialing
out the portion of variance that is common across all our
observed variables obtained from the same source (i.e.,
salespeople), using the procedure in MacKenzie,
Podsakoff, and Paine (1999).
As shown in Table 3, the overall pattern of significant
relationships in the sample is not affected much by com
mon method variance. Of the 11 paths that are significant
in the unadjusted analysis, 10 are significant in the
adjusted analysis, with the path from collectivist organiza
tional norms to cooperation dropping just slightly to the
point of being nonsignificant at the traditional .05 level.
More important. given that the adjusted estimates have
much greater standard errors because ofthe inclusion of an
additional "common method" factor in the model and
fewer degrees of freedom, the absolute sizes of the coeffi
cients should be the primary basis of comparison, not the
significance levels. Note that the magnitudes of the
adjusted path coefficients in our results are very close to
the magnitudes ofthe unadjusted estimates,7 and the corre
lation between the two sets of estimates is .93 (p value <
.000). Furthermore, a chi-square difference test indicates
that the model representing the adjusted estimates is not
statistically different from the (more parsimonious) model
2
representing the unadjusted estimates (.1.X [621 = 71.2).
Accordingly, our discussion in the following paragraphs
concerning the effects of specific antecedents is based on
the unadjusted estimates. We discuss the potential impact
of same-source bias in cases where significant deviations
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exist between the adjusted and unadjusted estimates for
specific paths.
Effects of Specific Antecedents

Of the eight constructs hypothesized to exert direct
influence on salesperson cooperation, task interdepen
dence (standardized path coefficient, 1i::: .30, p< .01) and
personal cooperativeness eYi::::: .29, p < .01) have the high
est levels of explanatory power according to both adjusted
and unadjusted analyses, providing strong support for
Hypotheses 10 and 15. Other significant antecedents of
cooperation include financial rewards (Hypothesis 12, 11/:::
.14, p < .01), trust in coworkers (Hypothesis 2, I~i::: .14, p <
.01), and collectivist organizational nonus (Hypothesis
11, 11; ::::: .10, p < .05). However, while the adjusted and
unadjusted estimates of the path coefficient linking collec
tivist organizational nonus to cooperation are close in
magnitude, the adjusted estimate is slightly below the tra
ditionally accepted .05 significance level because of the
inflated standard error value. Finally, the results suggest
that three exogenous relational factors, namely, Com

munication Quality, Past Opportunistic Behaviors of
Coworkers, and Shared Values With Coworkers, are also
important for cooperation. All three of these constructs
have significant indirect effects on cooperative behaviors
of salespeople through their influence on trust in
coworkers.
The paths hypothesizing direct effects of organiza
tional conunitment (Hypothesis 1), nonfinancial rewards
(Hypothesis 13), and number ofcoworkers (Hypothesis 14)
are not supported. The results of the unadjusted analysis
also suggest that none of the three demographic indicators
age, organizational tenure, and education level-are sig
nificant predictors of salesperson cooperation. However,
there is a sharp contradiction between the adjusted and
unadjusted estimates concerning the potential effects of
age and organizational tenure. While the unadjusted esti
mates for these variables do not bear any form of statistical
and/or substantive significance, the magnitudes of the
adjusted estimates are much greater and reach the point of
being statistically significant. These results suggest that
same-source effects may be an explanation for the mixed
empirical findings in prior studies that explored the effects

Yilmaz, Hunt I SALESPERSON COOPERATION 349

of such demographic variables in combination with other
potential antecedents of cooperative behaviors.
Concerning the antecedents of trust in coworkers and
organizational commitment, our findings support strongly
Hypotheses 7, 8, and 9, as shared values (1;::::: .26, p < .01),
past opportunistic behaviors (11 :::: -.30, p < .0 I), and com
munication quality (1i ::::: .34, p < .01) are significantly
related to levels of trust placed in coworkers. Similarly,
Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 are supported because trust in
coworkers (~i == .20, P < .01), intrinsic job satisfaction (1i:::::
.65,p< .01), and extrinsic job satisfaction (1;== .21,p < .01)
are significant predictors of organizational commitment.
Hypothesis 6 is not supported, however, as shared values
with coworkers are unrelated to organizational commitment.
DISCUSSION
This study explores the antecedent conditions that pro
mote or inhibit salesperson cooperation. To this end, sev
eral antecedent factors were identified, each factor was
categorized into one of the four broader sets of antecedent
conditions, and each factor was tested within a nomologi
cal network for its effect on cooperative behaviors ofsales
persons directed toward coworkers, that is, other salespeo
ple. The main thesis of the hypothesized structural model is
that each antecedent category of factors-relational, lask,
organizational, and personal-exerts significant influence
on cooperation, independently from the effects of others.
On the basis of this thesis, the study explores the relative
effects of each main category on salesperson cooperation.
Our findings provide strong support for the main thesis and
valuable insights regarding specific predictors ofsalesper
son cooperation. First and foremost, the hypothesized
structural relationships explain 45 percent of the observed
variance in cooperation, which exceeds that found in most
studies within each of the five research traditions explor
ing cooperation. Second, at least one variable from each of
the four antecedent categories is shown to exert significant
influence on cooperation. The proportion of variance in
cooperation accounted for by the significant predictors
captures almost all of the total variance explained, since
the proportion of variance explained by nonsignificant
predictors is negligible (less than 1%). Using statistically
significant effects only, task factors and personal factors
each explain approximately 15 percent of the observed
variance in salesperson cooperation, while organizational
factors and relational factors explain 10 percent and 5 per
cent, respectively.s
Consistent with several decades of research, the results
support the view that task interdependence is an important
predictor of cooperation. When salespersons believe that
their personal success is dependent on the support of
coworkers, they have a greater tendency to cooperate with
coworkers. However, consistent with our main thesis,

while an interdependent task design will produce more
cooperation. focusing merely on task interdependence
does not seem to guarantee a highly cooperative sales
force. Developing and maintaining a cooperative sales
force requires attention to personal, organizational, and
relational factors as well, since these factors are also found
to exert influence on salesperson cooperation.
Concerning the effects of personal factors, there is
strong empirical support that personal cooperativeness is a
major predictor of salesperson cooperation. At the same
time, while our results suggest that education level is not a
significant predictor, the potential effects of age and orga
nizational tenure are somewhat unclear. Both ofthese vari
ables have relatively weak zero-order correlations with
salesperson cooperation (see Table 2), and our unadjusted
estimates for the effects ofthese variables are far from hav
ing statistical and substantive significance. However, after
controlling for common method variance, age and organi
zational tenure become significant predictors of salesper
son cooperation. This finding is interesting. given that
research about constructive employee behaviors in general
has failed to reveal conclusive evidence regarding the
effects of such demographic factors. Additional research
is needed before this issue can be resolved conclusively.
Thus, overall, our results regarding the influence of per
sonal factors highlight both the importance and difficulty
of recruitment procedures if a cooperative sales force is
desired. Recruiting salespeople who are cooperators by
the very nature of their personality is crucial, but identify
ing cooperative candidates could be a difficult task. The
correlation coefficients relating personal cooperativeness
to demographic variables are all small and nonsignificant
(see Table 2), suggesting that personal cooperativeness is a
personality trait that is not manifested in demographic
characteristics. As a result, sales managers who wish to
develop cooperative sales forces, rather than relying solely
on demographic indicators, should attempt to recruit
salespersons who (1) have a history of cooperative behav
iors and/or (2) score high on personality tests of
"cooperativeness."
Regarding organizational factors. organizational
rewards are traditionally seen as one of the most effective
managerial tools to influence the behaviors of organiza
tional members-and rightly so. Our findings suggest a
strong effect of financial rewards on salesperson coopera
tion. As expected, the degree to which financial rewards
are designed and awarded in a manner that encourages
cooperation between salespeople influences cooperative
behaviors. On the other hand, nonfinancial rewards, for
example, honors, opportunities for personal growth, job
security, and promotion, do not seem to affect cooperative
tendencies. This latter finding should be interpreted with
caution, however. The fact that the path coefficient con
necting nonfinancial rewards to cooperation is not signifi
cant does not necessarily mean that these two concepts
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have no relationship at all. The correlation between these
constructs is, in fact, large and significant
.38, p value <
.000). Nonetheless, the relationship is attenuated in the
structural model (i.e., when other predictor variables are
controlled for), suggesting that nonfinancial rewards are
not among the primary motivational drivers for our
respondents. Given the specific nature of our sampling
context, further research is required to determine the
extent to which this finding generalizes to other selling
contexts.
Our research indicates a moderately strong effect of
collectivist organizational norms on salesperson coopera
tion. This finding highlights the importance of norm devel
opment and enforcement processes for sales managers
attempting to establish a cooperative sales force. Based on
their standing in the organizational hierarchy, managers in
most organizations have the ability to exert a substantial
influence on the evolution of organizational norms. This is
particularly true for sales managers who have developed
effective means to communicate the expected behavior
patterns and who set examples through their own actions
(Feldman and Arnold 1983). As Larson and LaFasto
(1989) report, members of workgroups are more likely to
practice the "guiding principles" suggested by their lead
ers when the leaders themselves live up to the prescribed
behavioral patterns.
Next, in contrast to that hypothesized, we found no sig
nificant relationship between number of coworkers and
the degree of cooperative behaviors directed toward
coworkers. This result contrasts with research about
workgroups that suggest a strong effect of group size on
cooperative tendencies. One explanation for this unex
pected finding relies on the differences in the types of
interdependence observed in other workgroups and our
sample. According to a typology suggested by Thompson
(1967), workgroup members are in reciprocal interdepen
dence when each acts on the output of the other. In recipro
cal interdependence, workgroup size is an important deter
minant of free riding, social loafing, and cooperation
(Wagner 1995). On the other hand, the type of interdepen
dence in the present sample is what Thompson (1%7)
refers to as pooled interdependence, in which each respon
dent is individually responsible for performing his or her
job from the beginning to end and dependent on coworkers
for only certain types of aid and support that enhance per
formance. The number of coworkers may be less impor
tant in pooled interdependence, as cooperation is more of a
voluntary act and not required by the flow of interdepen
dent tasks.
.
Finally, the results show that relationaljactors, those
that cause an individual to value his or her association with
coworkers and develop a mutually beneficial, long-term
orientation in his or her relationships with coworkers. have
considerable effect on salesperson cooperation. This
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finding is in line with the growing interest in marketing on
relational variables, particularly on trust. Indeed, a sales
person's trust in coworkers is not only a significant predic
tor ofcooperation even when task, organizational, and per
sonal factors are accounted for but is also a key factor
mediating the impact of communication quality, past
opportunistic behaviors of coworkers, and shared values
with coworkers. Several of these exogenous relational fac
tors in the hypothesized model also influence salesperson
cooperation indirectly through their effects on trust. 9
In contrast, however, the results do not support the
paths from shared values with coworkers to organizational
commitment and from organizational commitment to
cooperation. All three of these constructs are, in fact, posi
tively and significantly correlated (see Table 2), but the
relationships become statistically nonsignificant when
other antecedent factors are controlled for in the structural
model. Concerning the relationship between organiza
tional commitment and cooperation, for example, a com
mon antecedent, trust in coworkers, seems to be the driv
ing factor. An explanation for these results may lie in the
notion of multiple commitments (Becker 1992; Reichers
1985,1986).
The multiple-commitments view suggests that organi
zational commitment is "a collection of multiple commit
ments to various groups that compromise the organiza
tion" (Reichers 1985:469). Note that the conceptual
domains of shared values and cooperation constructs in
our model concern, specifically, the salesperson's rela
tionships with coworkers. The nomological role that orga
nizational commitment plays in our model depends on the
degree to which salespersons associate coworkers directly
with their overall notion of "the organization." The more
influence coworkers have on one's affective state regard
ing the organization, the more important should be the role
of organizational commitment. The respondents in our
sample may not have viewed their relationships with
coworkers as a strong determinant of what they feel toward
their respective dealerships and vice versa, thereby yield
ing the result that organizational commitment is unrelated
to both shared values with coworkers and cooperative
behaviors toward coworkers.
Post Hoc Model Respecification

Although the hypothesized model fits the data, one
would not expect a simple model such as Figure 1 to be the
best fit for the data set. Accordingly, in an exploratory
manner, we reviewed LlSREL modification indices and
conducted additional analyses to determine whether there
exist additional, nonhypothesized structural paths that are
likely to (1) have statistical significance and (2) improve
the model fit. Two observations that emerged as a result of
this post hoc specification search deserve further
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discussion. First, all relatively high modification indices
suggest additional paths from some of the exogenous fac
tors, specifically from Collectivist Organizational Norms,
Nonfinancial Rewards, Intrinsic Job Satisfaction, and Per
sonal Cooperativeness, to trust in coworkers. Second,
when these paths are incorporated into the model, (1) three
of these additional parameters, those linking trust with col
lectivist norms, nonfinancial rewards, and intrinsic satis
faction, are significant; (2) model fit is only marginally
improved, X20.27l)::; 2473.8, CR = .93, OR = .88, RMSEA =
.041, SRMR = .047; and (3) all previously significant
paths remain significant with only slight changes in
parameter estimates. These findings suggest that trust in
coworkers might be even more crucial for salesperson
cooperation, fully or at least partially mediating the impact
of several organizational, personal, and relational factors.
However, because exploratory search processes such as
the preceding require cross validation, we urge the readers
to be cautious when interpreting these findings.
Limitations and Future Research Directions

Generalizability is a concern for aU studies. Even
though the sample used in the study, due to homogeneity
across respondents, allowed us to control for the back
ground factors and conduct a strong test of the hypothe
sized relationships, caution should be taken when general
izing the results to other selling contexts. In partiCUlar, the
sample is composed of automobile salespeople, all of
whom engage in face-to-face, retail selling activities. Most
of the respondents are male (90.91 %), full-commission
salespeople (69.78%), and work in relatively independent
working environments. Researchers might study the theo
retical model in different selling contexts, particularly in
team-selling and industrial-selling contexts.
A closely related issue involves investigating potential
moderators. Future research could examine the moderat
ing effects of several factors, many of which we control for
in this study. A nonexhaustive list of such moderators
includes (I) type of sales force and the nature ofthe selling
job (team selling versus individual selling, retail selling
versus industrial selling, face-to-face selling versus dis
tance selling, etc.), (2) type of interdependence in the sell
ing task (Le., whether the task flow generates pooled,
sequential, or reciprocal interdependence, etc.), (3) nature
of the compensation system (Le., whether the compensa
tion system is based on individual versus group perfor
mance; whether it is full-commission, a combination sys
tem, or full salary, etc.), and (4) performance-reward
contingencies (Le., the degree to which rewards are
awarded in proportion to performance).
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Another area for future research concerns the potential
effects of leadership style and leader behaviors in sales
forces where salespeople view their manager as a key per
son in their work environment. Podsakoff et al. (1996)
show that the effects of leadership variables on pro-social
organizational behaviors are not only significant but also
independent from those of several substitutes for leader
ship. Thus, given the similarities between the literatures on
pro-social behaviors and cooperative behaviors, leader
ship variables may bear some distinct influence on sales
person cooperation, particularly in team-selling situations.
Finally, inconsistent with expectations, the study
reveals that organizational commitment is unrelated to
both shared values with coworkers and cooperative behav
iors. Our expectation at the inception of the study, that is,
that coworkers constitute a primary group among those
that form a salesperson's "overall view of the organiza
tion," is brought into question. As is often the case, this
unexpected finding suggests fruitful avenues for further
research. Researchers might examine several forms of
constituency-specific commitments (e.g., commitment to
coworkers, supervisors, top management. union, etc.) to
better understand the interrelationships between these
concepts; how they form the global notion of organiza
tional commitment; and how they affect attitudinal and
behavioral dispositions ofsalespersons toward coworkers,
supervisors, and other targets.
CONCLUSION

In conclusion, in this "era of the cooperative salesper
son:' although many sales managers see overall sales per
formance as being closely linked to the coordinated efforts
of their salespeople, getting salespeople to cooperate is
often perceived to be a difficult task. While many "highly
cooperative" sales forces exist, it is often difficult to iden
tify the specific factors that contribute to the development
of cooperation. Our study suggests that each one of the
four major antecedent categories of factors-relational,
task, organizational, and personal-is important for a
cooperative sales force. Specifically, we find that sales
managers seeking to encourage cooperation should (1) take
steps to increase task interdependence, (2) attempt to hire
salespeople who have a history of cooperative behaviors,
(3) develop reward systems that reward cooperative behav
iors, (4) foster trust among their employees, (5) work
toward shared values, (6) discourage opportunistic behav
iors, (7) promote high-quality communication among
salespeople, and (8) foster collectivist organizational
norms. Our study, however, is but one step toward under
standing salesperson cooperation.
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NOTES
1. These two elements distinguish cooperation from other forms of
pro-social workplace behaviors such as peer mentoring and helping be
havior. Unlike such related constructs, the pwpose of cooperation is the
improvement ofthe welfare of all panicipants (including the cooperating
individual), not just the other party.
2. See Weitz and Bradford (1999) for an excellent discussion of how
these common threads of cooperation literature apply in this new era of
"partnering-oriented" selling.
3. This question was included in the managers' questionnaires to
build a priori confidence that cooperation matters in this context. We also
conducted a post hoc test for the relationship between salesperson coop
eration and a self-reported, long-term performance measure. The partial
correlation coefficient between salesperson cooperation and perfor
mance (contrulling for the influence ofall other study variables) is signif
icant (r = .11, P = .019), which implies that highly cooperative
salespeople tend to evaluate themselves as also heing high in perfor
mance.
4. Measurement error terms for the composite task interdependence
measure and other single-item measures are set at 0.1 times the variance
of each measure.
5. It is worthwhile to note that several items across the Intrinsic Job
Satisfaction, Extrinsic Job Satisfaction, and Organizational Commitment
Scales tend to cross-load on the other constructs even after the
respecification. However, the modification indices for these items are
much smaller in magnitude in comparison with (I) those for the items
that were eliminated and (2) total chi-square of the model. Thus, taking
into account the substantive meaning of each item, we decided that the
measurement model has a reasonable level ofgoodness of fit and stopped
the respecification process.
6. An interesting issue concerns the sources ofvariabi lity in the scales
measuring organizational and task characteristiC$, that is. collectivist or
ganizational nonru;, financial rewards, nonfinancial rewards, and task in

terdependence. For each of these measures, our study uses perceptions of
(multiple) salespersons from each dealership, hence incorporating some
level of within-dealership variability to the analyses. Ideally, however,
the only reason for the variability in these measures should be differences
between the dealerships (i.e .• across-dealership variability). To assess the
degree to which differences in the perceptions of respondents within each
dealership contribute to the overall variability in these measures, we con
ducted a series of one-way analyses of variance using dealerships as a
treatment factor. The results of these analyses reveal that although some
within-dealership variability exists in the measures oforganizational and
task characteristics (on average, less than 40%), most of their total vari
ability is due to differences beTWeen the dealerships.
7. Also note that for several paths. the magnitudes of the adjusted esti
mates are actually larger than the unadjusted estimates and therefore con
stitute a stronger case for our overall model.
8. These figures are calculated by multiplying the standardized effect
size ofeach predictor with the zero-order correlation between the predic
tor and cooperation; therefore, they do not represent the proportion of
variance in cooperation uniquely attributable to each type of predictor
(i.e.• incremental variance explained in cooperation when a predictor
variable is "added" to the model). The unique contribution of each pre
dictor variable to the variance explained in cooperation is as follows: task
interdependence, 5 percent; personal cooperativeness,S percent; finan
cial rewards, 2 percent; trust, 1 percent; collectivist organizational nonns,
1 percent.
9. LISREL modification indices do not suggest direct paths from any
of the exogenous relational factors to cooperation.
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